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Abstract 
The planning of instruction is one of the most essential skills needed for professional teaching. However, it turns out that it is 
quite a difficult task for researchers to ascertain the skills and strategies that teachers use when planning instruction. One of the 
main reasons for this is the complicated nature of the planning process itself, which means that the real class activities are 
interactive and mostly not fully predictable and, therefore, are not planned (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 1998). The aim of the study 
is to model instructional planning as a three-phase interactive process and to create a questionnaire to investigate experienced 
teachers’ thinking on instructional planning in Estonian school conditions.  
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1. Introduction 
 
Instructional planning is one of the most important tasks done by teachers. Teachers’ everyday work involves 
ascertaining that their students’ studies comply with the requirements of the curriculum and societal expectations. In 
order to achieve this, teachers must be ready to consider their students’ needs and interests, as well as to contribute 
as much as possible to making study possible in even the most uncomfortable of conditions. For all of this to 
succeed, however, a teacher needs instructional planning skills (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 1998) and necessary 
theoretical and practical knowledge. In order to communicate more easily the knowledge and skills required for 
planning to beginning teachers, it is crucial to focus only on the essential. This requires that the main points of 
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instructional planning be determined, and the main tasks in instruction are modelled on the basis of research. 
However, the investigation of instructional planning is complicated by the fact that teachers do not follow a single 
model of planning, and not all of the details of the planning process are consciously perceived. Furthermore, what 
happens in an actual classroom is often unpredictable and, as such, cannot be fully planned (Yinger & Hendricks-
Lee, 1998). This is why experienced teachers often do not prepare written lesson plans (Kansanen, 1981). In this 
study, instructional planning is conceived as a two-level activity consisting of short and long-term planning. 
Therefore, the authors focus in detail firstly on short-term planning, which involves preparing a single lesson or 
several consecutive individual lessons with a consistent theme; secondly, on long-term planning, which involves 
planning an entire course. We also refer to the idea that planning is concerned with setting up the physical 
environment and establishing the social system of the classroom. The aims of this study are to model instructional 
planning as a three-phase interactive process and to create a questionnaire to investigate experienced teachers’ 
thinking in instructional planning in Estonian school conditions. The data set collected by questioning teachers 
creates a basis for exploring and comparing the thinking of the instructional planning of beginning and expert 
teachers. Uncovering these differences, in turn, makes it possible to develop methodologies to train beginning 
teachers for instructional planning skills in a purposeful manner. This article consists of four main parts. The 
introductory subchapter is followed by an overview of the theoretical framework, which discusses the essential 
issues of instructional planning as a process, as well as providing an overview of earlier studies. The next subchapter 
explores the theoretical model that serves as the basis for the questionnaire, and the principles used in compiling the 
questionnaire, along with an illustrative example. The last subchapter presents the conclusions of this study and lists 
its limitations. 
 
2. Theoretical framework 
 
2.1. An overview of studies on instructional planning 
 
Instructional planning has been a research object in the field of education and education-related studies ever 
since the 1950s (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 1998), although it achieved exceptional prominence in the 1970s (Carter, 
1990). Yinger and Hendricks-Lee, (1998) point out that there have been great shifts in the research methodology of 
that field since the 1950s. In their meta-analysis, which is one of the most thorough examples in the field, they 
describe the developmental shifts in this field of research as movement from a technical concept of instructional 
planning to a psychological and, furthermore, ecological approach.  According to the technical concept of 
instructional planning (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 1998), the models describing instructional planning proceeded 
from an understanding that a student’s learning process is controlled by a teacher. Such models of instructional 
planning describe planning as the transition through four consecutive phases: a) specifying objectives; b) selecting 
learning activities; c) organising learning activities; and d) specifying evaluation procedures (see, e.g., Tyler, 
1949/69). Studies conducted since the 1970s proved that teachers generally do not follow models of this type in 
instructional planning. These studies rather showed that a teacher primarily thinks of the content of a subject and the 
characteristics of the learning activities or students, and not of a set of specific objectives. As cognitive psychology 
progressed in exploring learning and teaching processes, researchers began to pay more attention to the mental 
processes used by teachers in instructional planning. Moreover, researches uncovered that planning depends of the 
context in which instruction is organised, which in turn depends on the planned duration of instruction (year, week 
or lesson) (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 1998). The 1980s brought new prospects to the research of instructional 
planning. No longer did researchers limit their studies to the individual psychological processes of a teacher, but 
also began to consider the impact of the interaction inherent in the learning process. These studies gave rise to the 
understanding that the interaction between teacher and student in the classroom is often unpredictable for the 
teacher, and thus cannot be planned to a great extent before instruction (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 1998). Planning 
can only provide a framework for the events that may occur during teaching, while during a lesson when there is a 
functioning interaction between a student and teacher, planning is left in the background and a teacher’s 
improvisation skills become primary (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 1998; as cited in Yinger, 1987). In conclusion, it can 
be said that research in the field of instructional planning has shifted from behaviouristic approaches to cognitive 
and social-interactional approaches, placing greater importance on the natural circumstances accompanying 
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instruction, the teacher’s cognitive processes, and the interaction in the classroom. Yinger and Hendricks-Lee, 
(1998) emphasise that an understanding of the dynamics of research environment makes it easier to interpret the 
results of studies on instructional planning, as well as new emerging concepts on the role of planning in instruction.  
 
2.2. Modelling of instructional planning 
 
In creating the model of instructional planning that serves as the basis for the questionnaire, the authors 
proceeded from the main points of the studies described above and the various models expounding the main phases 
of the instructional process. Such an approach offers different possibilities to explore instructional planning. One 
option of defining instruction as a whole is to differentiate between three consecutive phases therein: lesson 
planning, implementation and evaluation/reflection. In addition to differentiating between these phases, it is possible 
to rely on other instructional models in order to characterise instructional planning. Furthermore, in recent decades 
teachers’ capabilities related to vocational knowledge, skills and attitudes, including those connected with 
instructional planning, have been broadly characterised from the point of view of a teacher’s practical knowledge. 
There are several concepts of practical knowledge, but all of them endeavour to describe what teachers actually 
know and think of their subject and teaching it, as well as how they implement their knowledge and skills in the 
classroom. 
 
2.2.1.Planning as the first phase of instruction 
 
According to the three-phase model of teaching, the planning of lessons and courses is the first phase a teacher 
comes into contact with in instruction; it is also the phase from which work starts. This is followed by implementing 
what was planned and evaluating the activities performed, i.e., reflection. Therefore planning is a sequence of 
thought processes that serves as the basis of a teacher’s further activities in the implementation phase (Eggen & 
Kauchak, 2013). 
 
2.2.2. Instructional planning as a process according to the instructional model of Gage and Berliner 
 
Throughout history, researchers have been trying to create effective models for planning and organising 
instruction, in order to support the teachers in their everyday work. Many of these models are more specific than the 
three-phase model of instruction described above.  According to the model of the primary tasks of instruction 
devised by Gage and Berliner, (1998) (figure 1), in order to succeed, a teacher needs knowledge and skills in order to 
be able to determine instructional objectives and understand students’ individual characteristics before teaching. 
Then the teacher needs extensive knowledge and skills to implement and reflecting upon the instruction. 
Nevertheless, the instructional tasks reflected in the model cannot be clearly divided between the phases of planning, 
implementation and evaluation, as these have a reciprocal impact and influence one another through anticipation and 
feedback. In other words, teachers’ mental processes are not restricted to the requirements of the curriculum in 
instructional planning; their decisions are influenced by their teaching experiences. Some of the educational 
decisions are made by a teacher during instruction; therefore, it is difficult to determine where planning ends and 
instruction begins. For example, before and during instruction, a teacher must take into account the patterns of the 
evolution of motivation and select the specific types of instruction that would comply with the circumstances. After 
instruction, good teachers evaluate the study results of students and their own activities in order to avoid previous 
mistakes.  
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Figure 1. Primary tasks of instruction, according to Gage and Berliner (1998) 
 
The model in question makes it possible to outline the knowledge and skills required for instruction, as well as 
the activities based on them, in terms of both short-term (e.g., lesson) and long-term (e.g., half term, semester) 
instructional planning. Since in reality the evaluation of students’ study results is followed by the setting of new 
objectives or, in many cases, correcting old ones, instructional activities are viewed as a cyclical process in this 
model (Gage & Berliner, 1998). 
 
2.2.3. Instructional planning conceived in terms of teachers’ practical knowledge 
 
The concept of teachers’ practical knowledge is helpful in understanding instructional planning at a deeper and 
more thorough level, since it emphasizes the importance of the knowledge base required for teaching and is an 
important addition to existing instructional theories (Meijer, Verloop, & Beijaard, 1999). Teachers’ practical 
knowledge has previously been studied from various perspectives and defined in view of different aspects (e.g., 
Carter, 1990; Fenstermacher, 1994; as cited in Schepens, Aelterman, & van Keer, 2007; Meijer, Verloop, & 
Beijaard, 2002). Due to the various approaches to the concept of practical knowledge and the necessity of 
differentiating between them, Meijer et al., (1999, 2013) performed meta-analyses of studies in the field, and 
outlined the common points of different approaches. They claim that practical knowledge a) is personal, which 
means that the knowledge of every teacher is to some extent unique; b) is contextual, which means that it can be 
defined by and adapted to specific circumstances in a classroom; c) is based on (reflection on) experience, indicating 
that it originates from instructional experiences and evolves through them; d) it guides teaching practice; e) is 
mainly tacit, which indicates that teachers are often unable to verbalise their knowledge; f) is content-related, which 
points to the connection with the subject being taught. Taking into account the listed aspects, Meijer et al define 
teachers’ practical knowledge as knowledge that incorporates the knowledge and beliefs that are the basis of a 
teacher’s behaviour; it is also personal, related to both the content and the context, it is often non-verbalised, and 
based on experience. On the one hand, teachers’ practical knowledge consists of established or permanent 
knowledge and beliefs, but also of situational knowledge employed in the form of interactive cognitive processes 
when performing teaching activities (Meijer et al., 2002). Knowledge and beliefs form a framework which allows 
one to perceive practice; situational knowledge within interactive cognitive processes refers back to a teacher’s 
thoughts during teaching. Thus interactive cognitive processes are connected to a teacher’s actual behaviour, i.e., 
they match the teacher’s knowledge and beliefs with his/her actions (Schepens et al., 2007). Similarly to Meijer et 
al., (1999, 2013), in this study we define practical knowledge as knowledge and beliefs that are the basis of a 
teacher’s behaviour; taking into account that it is also personal, related to both the content and the context, often 
non-verbalised and based on experience, therefore relying on the above-mentioned common points of practical 
knowledge. Teachers use practical knowledge in the various phases of instruction in different ways. In the phases of 
planning and reflection, a teacher’s previously acquired knowledge, generalisations and beliefs about teaching 
originating both from their studies and work experience are combined. The phase of implementing the planned 
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After instruction 
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teaching 
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your students 
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sequence  
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activities is, however, dominated by knowledge related to interactive cognitive activities, which are employed 
during rapid decision-making processes (Krull & Raudsepp, 2010). In conclusion, it can be said that teachers’ 
practical knowledge offers additional opportunities for a more detailed characterisation of teachers’ instructional 
planning skills. One must first and foremost take into account the fact that not only the established or permanent 
knowledge and beliefs characteristic to the planning phase are employed in instructional planning; the activity is 
also influenced by events and incidents occurring during the course of instruction and through subsequent reflection. 
Combining the teacher’s practical knowledge reflected in the three phases of instruction with the theoretical 
knowledge as reflected in Gage and Berliner’s model of the primary tasks of instruction (1998) allows one to offer a 
detailed overview of the process and components of instructional planning (detailed analysis and discussion 
published elsewhere (Koni & Krull, 2013). The process of instructional planning as conceived in this study is not 
limited only to the planning phase, but receives input from all of the phases of instruction. Thus each phase of 
instruction—planning, implementation and evaluation/reflection—influences the teacher’s immediate planning, and 
the phases are closely intertwined. 
 
3. Questionnaire for investigating teachers’ instructional planning skills 
 
The previous subchapter discussed instructional planning as a process in which one considers predictable 
influences derived from reflecting upon earlier experiences in organising instruction. This idea can be described in 
the form of a model presented as a table (Table 1) that depicts the discussion activated during planning as two-
dimensional. The vertical axis of the table lists instructional tasks reflected in Gage and Berliner’s model, and the 
horizontal axis the main phases of instruction. The level of immediate planning involves viewing thought processes 
without emphasizing the importance of the feedback received from the phases of organising instruction and 
reflection (planning here and now). Planning while taking into account the feedback received from organising 
instruction (planning in view of implementation) reflects a teacher’s thoughts during planning, with a special focus 
on the anticipated interaction with the class in the coming lesson or instruction. Planning undertaken in view of the 
conclusions drawn on the basis of previously acquired experiences (planning in view of reflection), nevertheless, 
refers to a teacher’s thoughts engendered by discussions originating from reflection. The described model served as 
the main framework for the questionnaire designed for exploring teachers’ thinking in instructional planning. It 
consists of five large subject areas, i.e., five primary tasks of instruction; every area is in turn defined through 
various phases of instruction — planning, implementation, evaluation/reflection. 
 
Table 1. Model describing the mental processes activated during instructional planning presented in subdivisions of the instructional phases      
derived on the basis of Gage and Berliner’s model (1998) (the arrows signify the input to the planning phase). 
Planning of instruction 
 
Planning 
(planning here and now) 
Implementation 
(planning in view of 
implementation) 
Evaluation/Reflection 
(planning in view of 
reflection) 
Choosing objectives X ← x ← x 
Understanding student   
characteristics 
X ← x ← x 
Understanding and 
using ideas about the 
nature of learning and 
motivation of  learners 
X ← x ← x 
Selecting and using 
ways of teaching (methods, 
strategies) 
X ← x ← x 
Evaluating student 
learning 
X ← x ← x 
 
The compiled questionnaire follows a common pattern in asking questions about planning activities. All 
questions about planning in terms of each primary task are divided into sub-questions pertaining to the instructional 
phases and the types of planning activities (planning for a lesson and planning for long-term instruction). The 
questionnaire involves 32 Likert-type items on instructional planning with five-point scales. 
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Example of the questionnaire item on setting objectives while considering the influence of the phase of reflection 
in lesson planning: 
 
 How often do you find time for analysing whether you achieved the objectives you set for a lesson in 
 between or after classes? ( ) Never ( ) Rarely ( ) Occasionally ( ) Very frequently ( ) Always 
  
The suitability of the questionnaire for investigating teachers’ thinking in instructional planning was tested using 
practicing teachers. Three experienced teachers (2 senior teachers and one teacher-methodologist) whose working 
experience amounts to more than 19 years, were invited to test the questionnaire. For testing, each teacher first 
answered questions individually and then commented on the items that were confusing or that he/she did not 
understand. After the teachers had completed the questionnaire forms the first author of this article had a meeting 
with them to discuss the potential shortcomings of the questionnaire. This procedure was followed by the refinement 
of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was piloted with a sample of 72 practicing teachers throughout Estonia. 
Since the data is currently being processed, the conclusions will be published in an upcoming article. 
 
4. Conclusions  
 
Instructional planning is a complex process, which presents a serious challenge for those endeavouring to 
describe it in a scientifically reliable manner. The authors of this research created a model necessary for 
implementing this task, relying on the combination of Gage and Berliner’s model of primary tasks of instruction and 
phases of instruction. The components of the resulting model were specified in light of the concept of teachers’ 
practical knowledge. The model was used to compile a questionnaire to explore the thinking of beginning and expert 
teachers in instructional planning. The questionnaire included five topic areas connected to instructional planning: a) 
choosing objectives; b) understanding student characteristics; c) understanding learning and motivation; d) selecting 
and using ways of teaching (methods, strategies); e) evaluating student learning. All questions regarding each area 
of planning were asked on three levels: immediate planning; planning activities, in which the emotional impact of 
previous instruction on subsequent instruction is outlined; and, finally, reflection on what was experienced, i.e. the 
influence of long emotion-free reflection on planning. The questions on instructional planning have been presented 
in the form of 5-point Likert-type scale items. Implementing the described two-dimensional theoretical model of 
instructional planning in developing a questionnaire is a new approach in studying instructional planning. At the 
same time, the authors understand that modelling instructional planning as a combination of Gage and Berliner’s 
(1998) model of primary tasks of instruction and the three-phase model of instruction is only one of the possibilities 
to describe teachers’ thinking in instructional planning. 
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